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Commentary on Exploration Notes for Candidate B: 
 
Language: 
The notes show that the candidate has worked practically on the language of these 
two texts. They explain what a performer might do when working on a play, 
particularly for Metamorphosis. However, the work deals with very few aspects of 
the language of both texts and does not explore how it develops over the whole 
play. 
 
Non-verbal communication: 
This section is an account of a scene for each play. It details how characters would 
relate and react to each other, with good justifications for the ideas. Both 
examples are very clear. 
 
Vocal awareness: 
The candidate has explored how two scenes can be performed. He has explained 
the way a range of tone, pace and volume can create meaning for an audience. 
There is considerable detail showing good understanding of each text and its 
possibilities. 
 
Characterisation: 
This section is weaker than the previous one. The candidate does not show us how 
he has come up with his ideas about each of the two characters he has chosen. This 
section is more English exercise than drama as there is little practical evidence of 
his understanding. 
 
Social, cultural and political context: 
The candidate calls this section, contextualising the play. 
The section on Metamorphosis is the stronger of the two. There is some detail of 
how Berkoff and Artaud came about their ideas and what the background was for 
those. Some of the characters are placed in context. The second play, Oedipus, is 
less well understood and he does not prove how he has tried to find out the way 
the contexts of this text might be practically reflected within it. 
 
Visual, aural and spatial elements of production: 
There is some detail of how the candidate sees the plays in production. However, 
his responses are highly biased towards the visual elements. There are some clearly 
established ideas and some of these are explained in detail. 
 
The response to a practitioner: 
Some of the candidate’s examples are explored in detail and show how he has used 
the ideas of Kneehigh and Artaud. However, there is no feeling for how Kneehigh 
might interpret a full production of Metamorphosis so it makes it difficult to get a 
feeling for what such productions would be like. There is also no clear evidence 
that the candidate fully understands how the ideas of Artaud could be employed. 
 
Interpretation: 
This section is missing although interpretation is inherent in other parts of the 
writing. 
 
Moderator comments:  
The candidate has produced an incomplete set of notes. Some sections show 
evidence of practical exploration, such as vocal awareness. Other sections do not 
fully develop the idea of the texts as pieces of drama. 



The candidate should complete all sections of the notes and apply each element to 
both plays. 
 
At present, band 4 
 
Commentary on Theatre Review for Candidate B: 
 
The candidate has clearly enjoyed the production.  
 
He has separated some of the production elements from the physical performance 
and made links between them, eg the comic strip effect and how that made the 
man appear to be walking through the scene. He connects the narration with the 
audience’s ‘good’ reaction and shows how the audience picked up on the relevance 
of the stories being told. 
 
He makes clear how some of the design elements, such as the use of costume, 
contribute to the meaning the audience receives. He says that depth was ‘used in a 
good and a bad way’, noting how this aspect made the performance effective, but 
its use caused the performance to lose its pace.  
 
Use of words like ‘creepy’ and ‘eerie’ to describe the sounds are well deployed to 
describe how music was involved. 
 
He has a good grasp of what the performance was addressing but does not fully 
explore how successful it was and his evaluation of the work itself is incomplete. 
He has little grasp of the theatre form used in the performance and he does not 
explore its nature in sufficient depth to reach higher bands. However, this review 
has well-structured elements and has been organised in an effective way. 
 
The quality of the written communication is satisfactory. 
 
Band 4 
 
 
 




